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APPENDIX A Page 1 Comment letters received during comment period 

The following comments are from Alta Environmental – Comment Letter #1 

1-1 

1-3 
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Response to Comment #1-1 

Staff appreciates the feedback regarding the proposed rule language in both proposed amended rules; 219 and 

222.  Based on the comment, staff has revised the proposed rule language by removing “individual and 

combined” along with the changes as follows: “. . . or gas turbine engines including micro-turbines, with a 

maximum heat input capacity of 3,500,000 British thermal units (Btu) per hour or less, provided that the 

cumulative power output of all such engines at a facility is less than two megawatts, and that the engines are 

certified at the time of installation with the state of California or were in operation prior to May 3, 2013.”   

 

Response to Comment #1-2 

Staff agrees with the comment and has revised the proposed language as follows: “Equipment used to recycle 

aerosol cans by puncturing the can in an enclosed system which is vented through an activated carbon filter.  

This exemption shall only apply to aerosol recycling systems where the aerosol can to be recycled was used as 

part of their operation at the facility or from facilities under common ownership.”   

 

Response to Comment #1-3 

Staff agrees and has revised the proposed rule language consistent with the revised language in Rule 219, as 

detailed in Response to Comment #1-1. 

 

Response to Comment #1-4 

Staff agrees and has revised the proposed language for food convection ovens in Table I of Proposed Amended 

Rule 222 as follows: “Food Convection Ovens that are exclusively fired on natural gas and have a rated 

maximum heat input capacity of no more than 2,000,000 Btu/hour and where the VOC emissions from yeast 

fermentation are less than one pound per day.” 

 

Response to Comment #1-5 

Please see Response to Comment 1-1. 
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The following comments are from CPP Corporation – Comment Letter #2 

 

 
 

 

2-1 

2-2 

2-3 

2-4 
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Response to Comment #2-1 

The current rule language for Rule 219 paragraph (e)(2) does not include any toxics such as arsenic, 

beryllium, cadmium, chromium and lead.  Therefore, no trace of any of these toxics is acceptable to meet this 

exemption.  Staff has concerns with “traces” of these toxic materials based on how much would be an 

acceptable risk for human health.  An environmental analysis would have to be conducted prior to 

determination if a permit is necessary which is beyond the scope of Rule 219.  The limited purpose of Rule 

219 is to exempt certain small emissions sources that could then transition from their current written permit 

into a more streamlined Rule 222 filing program. 

 

Response to Comment #2-2 

The commenter is correct, if a melting pot, with a holding capacity of 450 kilograms (992 pounds) contains 

any metal(s) as specified in paragraph (e)(2)with trace amounts of toxic materials, the exemption would not 

apply.  A permit exemption for trace amounts of toxic materials would have to be addressed in writing and 

approved by the Executive Officer on a case by case basis. 

 

Response to Comment #2-3 

Staff appreciates the suggested additional rule language added to the last paragraph of Rule 219 section  

(e)(2) but believes the current rule language is sufficient.  If a facility is required to use trace amounts of 

toxic materials they will have to submit their request in writing and upon approval by the Executive Officer it 

may be granted an exemption pursuant to paragraph (e)(2).  The alternative would be a written permit. 

 

Response to Comment #2-4 

Staff appreciates the comments in regard to trace amounts of toxics in alloys that are held in a molten state in 

melting pots.  A permit exemption for trace amounts of toxic materials would have to be addressed in writing 

and approved by the Executive Officer on a case by case basis.
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The following comments are from Disneyland Resort – Comment Letter #3 

 

3-1 
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3-3 
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Response to Comment #3-1 

Staff agrees with the commenter’s suggestion to add additional rule language consisting of “and uses less 

than 50 gallons of fuel per day,” and this change was made to the rule language.  Staff included portable 

diesel fueled heaters but under a separate category included in paragraph (b)(4) and limited a maximum heat 

input capacity of 250,000 Btu per hour and not the requested 1,000,000 Btu per hour. 

 

Response to Comment #3-2 

Staff revised the proposed rule language in paragraph (b)(4) that pertains to portable power washers.  

However, staff does not believe that keeping the current rule language will be confusing.  The revised rule 

language for paragraph (b)(4) is as follows: “Portable power pressure washers and hot water or steam 

washers and cleaners, with a maximum rated heat input capacity of 550,000 Btu per hour (gross) or less and 

is equipped to be heated exclusively with natural gas, methanol, liquefied petroleum gas, or any combination 

thereof or diesel fuel, and the maximum NOx emission output of the equipment is less than one pound per 

day and uses less than 50 gallons of fuel per day.  This exemption does not apply to piston type internal 

combustion engines or turbines.  ” 
 

3-4 

3-5 

3-6 

3-7 

3-8 
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Response to Comment #3-3 

Compliance and permitting staff both have strong concerns with regard to an exemption for dry ice (CO2) 

blasting.  The concerns are not the dry ice projectiles, but the coating on the substrate that will be blasted 

with the dry ice projectiles.  This process can generate dust from substrates and from any toxics that may be 

in a coating that was previously applied to the substrate.  AQMD staff maintains that dry ice blasting will 

continue to be a material removing process and require a permit to operate. 

 

Response to Comment #3-4 

Staff concurs and has revised the proposed rule language as follows: “Printing and related coating and/or 

laminating equipment and associated dryers and curing equipment, as well as associated air pollution 

control equipment, provided such dryers and curing equipment are exempt pursuant to paragraph (b)(2), 

and air pollution control equipment is not required for source specific rule compliance, and provided that:” 

 

Response to Comment #3-5 

Staff does not believe that the rule language in Rule 219 subparagraph (i)(5) needs to be changed with the 

commenter’s suggestion.  The current rule language “Equipment used in eating establishments for the 

purpose of preparing food for human consumption” provides an exemption to equipment that is used in 

eating establishments for the purpose of preparing food. 

 

Response to Comment #3-6 

See Response to Comment #1-2. 

 

Response to Comment #3-7 

If a facility operates a permitted piece of equipment that is damaged, wears out or becomes inoperable and is 

replaced with an identical piece of equipment that has a different model number or serial number the permit 

holder should contact the AQMD permitting staff to update the permit to operate.  The commenter should 

note that it is important to have the correct equipment described on the permit to operate because it is one of 

the first steps to a compliance inspection for AQMD inspectors.  If the equipment does not match the permit 

to operate, subsequent compliance action may be implemented to require the permit holder to update the 

permit or replace the permit to operate with a new permit to operate, depending on the situation. 

 

Response to Comment #3-8 

The rule language provided in Rule 219 paragraph (s)(3) requires a single filing for all the categories of 

equipment, processes or operations as shown in subparagraphs (s)(3)(A), (s)(3)(B) and (s)(3)(C), but only if a 

facility does not have a written permit for any equipment and emits 4.0 tons or more of VOCs in any fiscal 

year.  The scope of the proposed amendments to Rule 222 is to include small emitting sources such as 

portable power pressure washers that use a heater or burner that has a rated maximum heat input capacity of 

500,000 Btu/hour or less, diesel fuel boilers that have a rated maximum Btu/hour of 2,000,000 Btu//hour or 

less, micro-turbines and several other categories of equipment that produce up to one pound of NOx 

emissions or less per day.  The proposed amendments to Rule 222 does not include printing operations, 

coating or adhesive application or laminating equipment or hand application of VOC containing materials for 

inclusion to the Rule 222 filing program. 
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The following comments are from Metropolitan Water District – Comment Letter #4 

 

4-1 

4-2 
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Response to Comment #4-1 

The scope for the proposed amendment to Rule 222 is to include certain specified additional small emitting 

sources with no feasible potential for further reduction pursuant to Rule 1147and transition them from a written 

permit to the Rule 222 filing program, but would still include the same operating conditions, in efforts to 

streamline the permitting of these small emitting sources into a simpler application type filing program.  The 

proposed amendment for asphalt day tankers has two qualifications that must be met to be considered for 

inclusion into the Rule 222 filing program: (1) The maximum holding capacity of the coal tar or asphalt material 

must be at least 159 gallons but no more than 5,000 gallons (asphalt day tankers with less than 159 gallons are 

completely exempt), and( ). The fuel used to fire the burner(s) must be a liquefied petroleum gas.  Diesel fuel 

heated asphalt day tankers are not included in the proposed language in Rule 219 or the Rule 222 filing program, 

as this type of equipment can be operated on LPG. 

 

Response to Comment #4-2 

Staff concurs and has revised the definition for power pressure washers accordingly.  However, the rated 

maximum heat input capacity for the power pressure washers has been limited to 500,000 Btu per hour or less.  

The revised rule language is as follows: “Power pressure washers, portable hot water or steam washers and 

cleaners, with a maximum rated heat input capacity of 500,000 Btu per hour (gross) or less and is equipped to be 

heated exclusively with natural gas, methanol, liquefied petroleum gas, or any combination thereof or diesel fuel, 

and the maximum NOx emission output of the equipment is less than one pound per day and uses less than 50 

gallons of fuel per day.  This exemption does not apply to piston type internal combustion engines or turbines.  

4-2 
Cont’d 
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Electrically heated burners shall be considered exempt from permit or the Rule 222 filing program 

requirements.” 
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The following comments are from Southern California Edison – Comment Letter #5 

 

5-1 

5-2 
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Response to Comment #5-1 

Staff appreciates receiving the comment letter from the Southern California Gas Company and will address their 

proposed language for Rule 219 subparagraphs (m)(9) and (p)(22) in the following comments and responses.  See 

Response to Comment 5-2 and Response to Comment 4-2, respectively. 

 

Response to Comment #5-2 

AQMD permitting and compliance staff believes that a specific exemption for the storage of odorants for natural 

gas and associated transfer equipment is warranted.  Staff will propose an exemption in Proposed Amended Rule 

219 for the storage of odorant for natural gas, propane or oil of less than 950 liters (251 gallons) capacity and 

associated transfer and control equipment used exclusively for such equipment provided a filing pursuant to Rule 

222 is submitted to the Executive Officer.   

 

Response to Comment #5-3 

Please see Response to Comment #1-2. 

5-2 
Cont’d 

5-3 
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The following comments are from Eastern Municipal Water District – Comment Letter #6 

 

6-1 
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6-1 
Cont’d 

6-2 

6-3 

6-4 
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Response to Comment #6-1 

Staff appreciates the comment letter from the Eastern Metropolitan Water District (EMWD) addressing the 

Micro-turbines and the passive odors scrubbers.  Staff has had several meetings with public service facility 

stakeholders in regard to crafting rule language for passive carbon odor scrubbers. 

 

Response to Comment #6-2 

Please note that staff has modified the proposed rule to ensure that the restructured exemption applies 

prospectively to new installations and not to already installed units.  Please see Response to Comment #1-1. 

 

Response to Comment #6-3 

Please note that staff has modified the proposed rule to ensure that the restructured exemption applies 

prospectively to new installations and not to already installed units.  Please see Response to Comment #1-1. 

 

Response to Comment #6-4 

After several meetings with stakeholders including the commenter, staff has revised the rule language for Rule 

219 (d)(10) as follows: “Passive carbon adsorbers with a maximum capacity of no more than 120 gallons, 

without mechanical ventilation used exclusively for odor control at wastewater treatment plants or sewer 

collection systems, including sanitary sewers, manholes and pump stations.”  Staff believes the new proposed 

rule language will address the concerns of the stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

6-4 
Cont’d 
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The following comments are from MPE Services, Inc. – Comment Letter #7 

 

7-1 
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7-1 
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Response to Comment #7-1 

Staff is quite interested in the operation for the Bio Green 360 decomposting equipment but has concerns in 

regard to what levels of emissions the equipment produces.  District permitting staff discussed their concerns 

about potential emissions with the commenter.  However, to date, requested emission data is not available, 

therefore is not included in the current proposed rule amendment, but may be considered at a later time when 

emissions data is available. 

 

Response to Comment #7-2 

The Bio Green decomposting equipment may require a permit to operate dependant on the potential emissions 

data and profile.  A written permit is normally required for emission producing equipment or equipment 

controlling the emissions of emissions producing equipment.  This equipment would have to go through an 

engineering analysis to determine the final disposition of whether the equipment could be given an exemption of 

require a written permit before the equipment can be installed and operated.  Staff understands that this process 

has already been initiated for this equipment. 

 

Response to Comment #7-3 

AQMD permitting staff does not support an exemption from permit for the Bio Green 360 equipment due to the 

lack of potential emissions data from this equipment.  Permitting staff needs to quantify the type and amounts of 

emissions produced before a determination on the Bio Green 360 equipment can be made. 
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The following comments are from SCEC – Comment Letter #8 

 

8-1 

8-2 
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8-2 
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8-5 

8-6 
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8-6 
Cont’d 
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Response to Comment #8-1 

Rule 219, under the “purpose” paragraph, does provide clarification for which types of equipment will meet the 

exemption provided in the rule.  Rule 219 subparagraph (c)(9) provides an exemption for hoods, stacks and 

ventilators but not down draft booths because down draft booths are an emission control device and are used to 

collect particulates through filtered media. 

 

Response to Comment #8-2 

Staff has not provided a specific exemption for down flow booths in Rule 219 paragraph (c)(2).  Down flow 

booths are equipped with exhaust filters that collect particulate and because they are an emission control device, 

they are required to be permitted.  Rule 203 subdivision (a) states “A person shall not operate or use any 
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equipment or agricultural permit unit, the use of which may cause the issuance of air contaminants, or the use of 

which may reduce or control the issuance of air contaminants, without first obtaining a written permit to operate 

from the Executive Officer or except as provided in Rule 202.” 

 

Response to Comment #8-3 

The down draft booths, used for particulate control during grinding operations, qualify as a particulate control 

device and are required to be permitted.  The down draft booths are somewhat similar to a hood or a ventilator but 

as the commenter points out, they are equipped with a “more robust filtration system for fugitive particulates.”  

Staff’s opinion is that the down draft booths qualify as an emission control device and are required to be 

permitted and cannot be given an exemption in proposed amended Rule 219. 

 

Response to Comment #8-4 

The current version of Rule 219 subdivision (i) is intended for pharmaceutical, cosmetics, and food processing 

and preparation equipment; however, the exemption under paragraph (i)(4) is provided for tea, coffee, cocoa, 

roasted coffee, flavor, fragrance extraction, dried flowers and spices and they can only produce less than one 

gallon per day, or 22 gallons per month, of VOC containing solvents.  The exemption was not intended to exempt 

pharmaceutical grinding operations. 

 

Response to Comment #8-5 

The active and current version of Rule 219 paragraph (k)(4) is intended for blending grinding, mixing, or thinning 

liquids to which powders are added with a capacity of 251 gallons or less and no supplemental heat is added or no 

ingredient that exceeds 135 F is added.  However, the grindings of pharmaceutical products produces particulate, 

which must be collected with an emissions control device.  As the commenter points out the “robust dust 

collection” is primarily used to “avoid expelling pharmaceutical products which might impact the surrounding 

community, but also serves as emission control for fugitive particulate matter released within the building.”   

 

Response to Comment #8-6 

Staff disagrees with the exemption proposed for grinding operations on pharmaceutical products based on the 

lack of source test data to validate any real particulate emissions coming from the operation.  Furthermore, staff 

does not know the real impacts of several grinding machines operating together.  If data from a source test were 

available that would identify actual emissions generated from such grinding operations, a potential exemption 

may be considered in further amendments to Rule 219. 

 

Response to Comment #8-7 

See response to comment #8-6. 
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The following comments are from California Small Business Alliance – Comment Letter #9 

 

9-1 

9-2 
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Response to Comment #9-1 

The scope of the amendment to Proposed Amended Rule 222 is to streamline the permitting system by 

identifying small emission sources that are currently permitted and transitioning these sources from their current 

permitted status into the Rule 222 filing program, along with their current operating conditions.  AQMD staff has 

identified and evaluated several categories of equipment that will be proposed to be moved from their current 

written permitted status and into the Rule 222 filing program, with numerous equipment categories under Rule 

1147 applicability.  At the same time, staff is amending Rule 219 to address other issues which have been raised 

by business and engineering and compliance staff.   

 

 

9-2 
Cont’d 

9-3 

9-4 

9-5 
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Response to Comment #9-2 

The inclusion of additional equipment in the Rule 222 filing program and amendment of Rule 219 is being done 

as a response to issues raised by local business.  These proposed amendments are the first step in the reevaluation 

of sources affected by Rule 1147.  The following list of equipment includes mobile construction and maintenance 

equipment for which it is more difficult to implement the low NOx technologies used on stationary construction 

equipment such as staged fuel combustion and premixing air and fuel using electric fans and higher gas pressures.  

In addition to addressing technical feasibility issues relating to equipment currently affected by Rule 1147, staff is 

addressing issues relating to Rule 219 for small food ovens, fuel cells, micro-turbines, and engines and boilers in 

remote locations.  The following is a list of categories of equipment affected by the proposed amendments: 

 Asphalt day tankers that have a maximum capacity greater than 600 liters (159 gallons) but no more than 

18,925 liters (5,000 gallons), equipped with a demister and burner(s) that fire exclusively on liquefied 

petroleum gases; 

 Asphalt Pavement Heaters used for road maintenance and new road construction; 

 Diesel fuel boilers that have a rated maximum heat input capacity of no more than 2,000,000 Btu/hour and 

are located more than 4,000 feet above sea level or more than 15 miles offshore and are in operation prior 

to the [Date of adoption]. 

 Food convection ovens that are exclusively fired on natural gas and have less than 2,000,000 Btu /hour or 

less, and where the VOC emissions from yeast fermentation are less than one pound per day  

 Fuel cells equipped with a heater producing supplemental heat with a rated heat input capacity of 90,000 

therms per year or less. 

 Micro-turbines with a rated maximum heat input capacity of 3,5000,000 Btu/hour or less, provided that 

the cumulative power output of all such engines at a facility is less than two megawatts, and that the 

engines are certified at the time of installation with the state of California or were in operation prior to the 

[Date of Adoption]. 

 Portable diesel fueled heaters that have a rated maximum heat input capacity of 250,000 Btu/hour or less. 

 Portable power pressure washers and hot water or steam washers and cleaners that have heaters or burners 

that have a maximum rated heat input capacity of 500,000 Btu/hour or less and use no more than 50 

gallons of fuel per day. 

 Tar pots with a maximum storage capacity greater than 600 liters (159 gallons) but no more than 3,785 

liters (1,000 gallons) and equipped with burner(s) that fire exclusively on liquefied petroleum gases. 

 Piston-type internal combustion engines, with a manufacturer’s rating of 2100 brake horsepower or less, 

that is used exclusively for electrical generation at remote two-way radio transmission towers where no 

utility, electricity or natural gas is available within a ½ mile radius. 

This recommendation is based, in part, on results of the first phase of the Rule 1147 Internal Technology 

Assessment being conducted as part of Rule 1147 implementation.  As additional phases of those technology 

assessments are completed, and based on findings, small gaseous fired heaters for paint spray booths may be 

considered in future rule amendments. 

 

 

Response to Comment #9-3 

See response to Comment #9-2.  The focus of the current proposed amendments to Rules 219 and 222 are to 

address long standing issues relating to Rule 219 and to address technical feasibility issues for mobile equipment 

subject to Rule 1147. 
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Response to Comment #9-4 

See response to Comment #9-2.  The permit fees for Rule 1147 compliance have been reduced significantly.  In 

addition, the recordkeeping component of Rule 1147 was amended to address the request of industry to allow 

simple recordkeeping of hours of use or gas use to document emissions of less than one pound per day. 

 

Response to Comment #9-5 

See response to Comment #9-2.  These amendments are reducing businesses costs. 
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The following comments are from WSPA – Comment Letter #10 

 

 
Response to Comment #10-1 

The District appreciates your comments.  Your comments have been addressed in  Responses to Comments #3-2 

and #1-2. 

 

 

10-1 
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The following comments are from Beta Offshore – Comment Letter #11 

 

11-1 

11-2 
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Response to Comment #11-1 

Proposed Amended Rule 219 paragraph (b)(6) exempts from AQMD permitting requirements all portable engines 

and equipment units registered in the Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) by the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB).  The language of PAR 219 (b)(6) mirrors that of the PERP regulation, developed by 

CARB  to allow operation of certain portable engines and equipment units under statewide registration as a 

voluntary alternative to operating under district-specific permits.  As you have correctly noted, not all portable 

engines are eligible for PERP registration [PERP §2451 (c)]; among those specifically excluded from eligibility 

are “any [portable] engine or equipment unit operating within the boundaries of the OCS” [PERP §2451 (c)(5)].  

11-2 
Cont’d 

11-3 

11-4 
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If a PERP registration cannot be issued for a portable engine operating within the OCS, no PERP registration 

conditions exist for that use; likewise, if a PERP registration issued for an allowable use is deemed invalid for use 

within the OCS, so are its conditions invalid for that unallowable use. Because portable engines are not eligible 

for operation within the boundaries of the OCS, they are subject to AQMD permitting requirements.  In addition 

to the requirements of AQMD Regulation II – Permits, OCS sources are also subject to the requirements of 40 

CFR Part 55 as incorporated into AQMD Rule 1183 (“All OCS sources located within 25 miles of the State's 

seaward boundary and for which the District has been designated as the corresponding onshore area (COA) 

shall comply with the standards, criteria, and requirements set forth herein.”)  40 CFR Part 55.6 specifically 

addresses permitting requirements for OCS sources. 

 

Response to Comment #11-2 

Please see Response to Comment #11-1 above.  If a specific condition of a PERP registration issued for an IC 

engine precludes a particular use of the engine, that use is automatically subject to permitting requirements of the 

local air district.   The PERP registration condition at issue is simply a restatement of PERP §2451 (c)(5), which 

excludes “any [portable] engine or equipment unit operating within the boundaries of the OCS” from operating 

under PERP, thereby subjecting such engines and equipment units to local air district permitting requirements.   

AQMD staff responsible for implementing and enforcing the PERP program is available to discuss this matter 

with you further and may be contacted toll-free at 1-877-810-6995 or at perp@aqmd.gov.  

 

Response to Comment #11-3 

Please see Response to Comment #11-1 and #11-2 above. 

 

Response to Comment #11-4 

Please see Response to Comment #11-1 and #11-2 above. Staff believes the current rule language is clear and 

does not agree that there is need for additional rule language.  

 

 

mailto:perp@aqmd.gov
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The following comments are from Capstone – Comment Letter #12 
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Response to Comment #12-1 

Staff appreciates the commenter’s concurrence. 

 

Response to Comment #12-2 

See Responses to Comment #1-1. 

 

Response to Comment #12-3 

The proposed rule language for Rule 219 paragraph (b)(1) seeks to provide an exemption for gas turbines and 

micro-turbines, with a cumulative power output of all such engines at a facility is less than two megawatts, 

provided that they are certified at the time of installation with the state of California and have a maximum heat 

input capacity of 3,500,000 Btu/hour or less.  This is no restriction on the type fuel used to power the micro-

turbine.  However, the District cannot provide additional flexibility or leniency for a CARB certification 

requirement.  The District can however, require more stringent requirements than CARB but not less.  

Nonetheless, staff has added a provision to clarify that the exemption applies to all micro-turbines in operation 

prior to the amendment. 

 

 

12-2 
Cont’d 

12-3 
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12-5 
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Response to Comment #12-4 

The District intends to grandfather-in the currently installed base of micro-turbines provided that they meet the 

criteria in the proposed rule language for Rule 219 paragraph (b)(1).  The proposed rule language has been 

revised to reflect this change. 

 

Response to Comment #12-5 

Please see Response to Comment #12-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


